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TUESDAY, JUNE 5, 1956 


UNITED Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTER ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusuiic BUILDINGS AND GRoOUNDSs, 
Washington, D. Cc. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:40 p. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, the Honorable Pat MeNamara, presiding. 

Present Senators McNamara and Case. 

Also present: Hon. J. George Stewart, Architect of the Capitol, 
Mr. John Nolen, Jr., Director, National Capital Planning Commission, 
and Mr. David E. Finley, Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts. 

Senator McNamara. The meeting will be in order. 

At this time we have before us for consideration S. 3445. 

(The bill is as follows:) 


[S. 3445, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the construction, equipment, and furnishing of a building for the United States 
Court of Claims, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate ond House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Architect of the Capitol is hereby author- 
ized and directed— 

(1) To provide for the demolition and removal of the buildings now 
occupied by the United States Court of Claims (hereinafter referred to as 
“the court’’), located at the northeast corner of Seventeenth Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest, on lot 800 in square 167 in the District 
of Columbia. / 

(2) After removal of such buildings, to construct, equip, and furnish, for 
the use of the court, a new fireproof building, containing a courtroom, hearing 
rooms, offices, and other necessary accommodations and facilities, including 
connections with public utilities and any other necessary incidental items, 
on the site now occupied by such building, including the adjacent east area- 
way, in accordance with plans to be prepared by or under the direction of 
the Architect of the Capitol and to be approved by the chief judge of the 
court. 

Sec. 2. The exterior design of the new building shall be subject to the approval 
of the Commission of Fine Arts. 

Sec. 3. The court shall vacate the existing buildings in order to permit their 
demolition and the construction of the new building herein authorized, and, 
until such time as the new building is ready for occupancy, shall occupy temporary 
quarters to be provided by the Director of the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, through rental, lease, or otherwise. The Director shall also 
provide for the moving of the court to such temporary quarters and for the 
moving of the court from such temporary quarters into the new building when 
completed and ready for occupancy, and for such storage of property as may be 
necessary or appropriate in connection with such moves. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $3,500,000 
for the purposes of the first section of this Act, and such sums as may be necessary 
for the purposes of section 3 of this Act: Provided, That the Archiiect of the 
Capitol, with respect to the first section of this Act, and the Director of the 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts, with respect to section 3 of 
this Act, are authorized, under the direction of the chief judge of the court, to 
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enter into contracts and to make such other expenditures, including expenditures 
for personal and other services, as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this Act 

Sec. 5. Upon completion of the new building and its occupancy by the court, 
the Architect of the Capitol, under the direction of the chief judge of the court, 
shall have charge of the structural and mechanical care of the new building, 
including the supplying of mechanical furnishings and mechanical equipment for 
such building. All other services and duties required for the operation, domestic 
care, and custody of the building and its equipment, including assignment and 
control of space, shall be under the exclusive direction and control of the court. 


Senator McNamara. We have a statement to be placed in the 
record, by Senator Lyndon Johnson, the majority leader. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


(The statement of Senator Johnson follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LYNDON B. JOHNSON oF TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I introduced 8. 3445 to provide 
for the construction, equipment and furnishing of a new building for the United 
States Court of Claims on its present site at 17th Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW. 

The present building is nearly 100 vears old. It has naturally deteriorated and, 
with advanced age, has become a fire hazard. The files contain many valuable 
records which could not be replaced. 

The greatly expanded activities of the Federal Government since the court was 
established have markedly increased its work and importance. The growing 
space requirements of the court are well known as are the limitations of the 
present building. It has been necessary to place a portion of the library and the 
offices of two of the commissioners in basement rooms. The remainder of the 
library is in scattered rooms about the building. 

While the measure would now provide for the construction of a new building 
on the present site, I have talked with members of the court and they have indi- 
cated that while they would prefer the present location, they would be agreeable 
to having the new structure placed on any one of the corners of the square on 
which the building is now located. It is my understanding that the Government 
owns each of the corners. It would seem that the corner at 17th and H Streets 
would serve the purpose admirably. Location on either of these corners would 
permit the court to remain in its present building until the new one is ready for 
occupancy. 

The members of the court seem to feel that the new building should be some- 
where in the area of the present location because most of the departments of the 
Government are within a few blocks of the present location of the court. Many 
of the contract documents and other data involved in suits that are presented are 
held by these departments which are readily accessible to the court in its present 
location. 

I am sure the members of the court will be glad to furnish any details which the 
committee may desire. 


Senator McNamara. We will now hear the Honorable Chief Judge 
Marvin Jones. 

We already have your statement in the record as applied to the 
House proceedings. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN JONES, CHIEF JUDGE, UNITED 
STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 


Judge Jones. I sent a statement to the House side and I also sent 
one to Senator Johnson. 

I assume that the need for the building is pretty well recognized. 
The building has been there 97 years. It is faced with and partly 
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constructed of sandstone, which is deteriorating. In fact, it is some- 
what of a hazard. 

The main difficulty is the firetrap top part. There is a great deal 
of woodwork that is old. We are afraid that some of the records may 
be jeopardized by the fire danger and fire hazards. 

The place is smaller than our needs at this time because the work 
of the court, just like the work of the Government, has vastly increased. 
The only objection we have heard is that the feeling seems to be ex- 
pressed in one or two sections that we should go somewhere else for 
our location. Of course that court has been there—this is peculiarly 
the court of the Congress, established by the Congress under the 
recommendation of Abraham Lincoln in 1863 on the court, and it has 
been on this particular location since 1899. It is close to the various 
executive departments. 

We have authority under the jurisdiction granted by the Congress 
to pass upon the various departmental activities. If Congress passes 
a bill and the department tries to expand and get out of the frame- 
work, we have that to pass upon. And in a great many construction 
contracts the Army and Navy engineers are the contracting officers. 

Practically all the departments are within a few blocks of our present 
location. Therefore, we can send daily for documents of various 
kinds. 

We had one case in which there were more than 200 documents. 
From time to time we have to send for them. A messenger can walk 
right over and get them. It is convenient in our relationship with 
the various departments of Government. 

Many of our cases arise under the Constitution and laws of the 
country. So we much prefer to remain exactly where we are. We 
would like to have that arrangement. However, in view of a sugges- 
tion that they might ultimately want this particular corner for the 
future planning or Executive expansion, we offered as an alternative 
to take any one of the four corners of the square in which our building 
is now located. The Government owns that entire half block back to 
H Street. I suppose it is more than 400 feet long. A new court build- 
ing could be constructed on the far corner at 17th and H. That would 
leave probably more than 300 feet including the corner where the 
present building is located back up 17th Street for any use which the 
executive department might have. I understand the Government 
owns the corner next to the White House, fronting on Jackson Square. 

We would be happy to have the new building constructed on any 
one of the four corners of the square in which we are now located. 

The Congress frequently sends special measures, as you know, 
Senator, down to our court. We frequently have to call on the 
departments. It is convenient, it is a natural location, and the 
building, if it is put up at 17th and H, can be fitted into any future 
planning by the Commission. 

Certainly within the range of the foreseeable future one would 
hardly expect the normal expansion of the executive department to 
require the whole block. After all, we deal so much with the execu- 
tive departments anyway that I think it is very desirable that we 
remain at or near the present location. 

That is about all that I have to say. We have some pictures here 
showing the deterioration of the present building in different parts. 
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Senator McNamara. Do you want to leave those for the use of 
the committee? 

Judge Jonus. I will leave those with you. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Case, do you have any questions? 

Judge Jonss. I served in the House with Senator Case. 

Senator McNamara. So I understand. Senator Case just told 
me that. 

Senator Casr. I got my first instructions on what should be a 
proper farm bill from Marvin Jones, who was chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture in the fall of 1937, in a special session. 

Judge Jones. We worked together on a good deal of that legislation. 

Senator Casr. It was a very enjoyable relationship we had. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 2 or 3 questions. I am sorry 
that I did not hear the first part of Judge Jones’ statement. If I am 
repeating, you can shortcut your answers. But 1 would like a little 
background on 2 or 3 phases of this bill which, it seems to me, are a 
little unusual. 

Why, in section 3, do you propose that the temporary quarters 
should be provided by the Director of the Administrative Office of 
the United States Courts rather than by the General Services 
Administration? 

Judge Jones. Since the court was established our building has 
been under the supervision of the Architect of the Capitol. This 
was peculiarly the court of the Congress established for a specific 
purpose. We have been, just like the Supreme -Court is, under the 
Architect of the Capitol. The relationship has been so fine and we 
have gotten along so well we would rather not make a change. As 
to the operation of our court, along with all other Federal courts, we 
were some years ago made subject to the jurisdiction of the Director 
of the Administrative Office. 

This bill was drawn with the idea that we were definitely going to 
put this structure at the present location. In that event we would 
need temporary quarters while this building was being torn down and 
a new building constructed. If the building is constructed elsewhere 
we would not need the provisions of section 3, since we could occupy 
the present quarters until the new building is completed. 

If the building were constructed at 17th and H Streets that would 
leave about 300 to 350 feet between that location and the corner 
where the present structure is located. I should think this would be 
ample for future needs. 

Senator Casz. Obviously, if you use another site, even in the same 
block, it would be much easier to use the present building and to avoid 
moving and to secure temporary quarters? 

Judge Jones. Yes, that is true. The bill was introduced both in 
the House and the Senate with a designation of the present site. We 
thought then it would be necessary to provide a temporary place for 
the court to meet while the new building was being constructed. 
But if a new location is provided, only one move would be necessary. 

I was hoping that the Commission of Fine Arts, which seemed to 
have in their long-range planning the idea that this particular corner 
where the building is, should be retained for expansion of the executive 
department. I thought maybe that if they would talk it over they 
would be willing for us to take the corner of 17th and H, or the south- 
east corner next to Jackson Square, both of which are owned by the 
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Government and which have adequate space. The buildings at those 
locations are old and will be torn down probably before a great while, 
anyway. 

Senator Case. Has there been a report on the bill submitted by the 
National Parks and Planning Commission? 

Judge Jones. You asked about the Director of the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts. All the courts are under them 
at the present time. 

Senator Case. I think historically that is correct, that you have 
had that. The General Services Administration has come into the 
pciture in more recent years and is generally handling the acquisition 
of real estate and fighting for Federal buildings, ew courts, dis- 
trict courts. 

Judge Jonrns. They don’t for the Supreme Court. The Court 
covers the entire country. Our court is the one other court that has 
jurisdiction over the entire country. We have been under the 
Architect of the Capitol, under the Director of the Administrative 
Office, and our building has been under the Architect of the Capitol. 
We would like to continue that relationship. That is the relationship 
which the Supreme Court has. That is what we would prefer. 
je Of course we would be perfectly willing, if the committee would 
prefer to designate any one of the corners, or say that it should be 
built on one of the other corners of that square. Let me say, this 
building and the grounds on which the court is located at the present 
time, were set apart by action of the Congress, by congressional enact- 
ment for use of the United States Court of Claims, more than a half 
century ago. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, is there anyone present who can tell 
us whether or not the Architect of the Capitol has supervision over- 

Senator McNamara. He is here. 

Senator Case. Mr. Stewart, could we interrupt and ask you a 
question? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Stewart, is there any other building that you 
have jurisdiction over that is not on the Capitol Grounds, so to 
speak? 

Mr. Stewart. The Court of Claims. 

Senator Casr. That is the one we are dealing with. 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casn. Is there any Federal agency other than the Court 
of Claims which you have jurisdiction over, where the building is 

Mr. Stewart. I have the mechanical and architectural control. 
That is, maintenance of these buildings. That is all that I have. 
Mechanical, architectural and maintenance of the Court of Claims, 
the Supreme Court Building, the Library of Congress. 

Senator Casr. The Library of Congress and Supreme Court Build- 
ing are both adjacent to the Capitol? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. 

If I may at this time, I happen to have the law which you raised a 
question about, as to the Director of the Courts, being written in the 
bill. Public Law 299, of the 76th Congress. Section 304, where it 
outlines the duties of the Director, in paragraph 6 thereof says this: 
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The providing of accommodations for the use of the courts and the various 

officials and employees covered by this chapter. 
Each and every court by law was required to have a director and an 
assistant director, who would have charge of the operation of the 
court under the Chief Justice. I have the mechanical and the 
architectural or structural, rather, maintenance under the Chief 
Judge. 

Senator Case. What about the circuit court of appeals? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. I do not have that. 

Senator Casr. Who has charge of that? 

Mr. Stewart. I believe the GSA has that. I don’t know. I am 
not familiar with that. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I should like to suggest that the 
staff ask the General Services Administration for comment upon the 
bill and upon the question which I raised. I want to keep our lines 
straight in every direction. 

Senator McNamara. The staff is so instructed. 

Senator Case. I asked about the report from the National Planning 
Commission. The clerk has handed me this letter dated April 23, 
1956, addressed to the chairman, signed by Harland Bartholomew, 
Chairman. Has that been placed in the record? 

Senator McNamara. No, it hasn’t. We have not come to that. 

Senator Casr. At the appropriate time I assume it will be placed 
in the record. 

Senator McNamara. Certainly. 

Senator Case. I invite the attention of Judge Jones to this para- 
graph: 

For the above reasons, the Commission does not recommend the passage of 
this legislation and in lieu thereof suggests that a study be made for a grouping 
of all the Federal courts at a location where they will be physically associated 
with other parts of the judiciary establishment. 

Judge Jones. I think in making that recommendation they don’t 
understand the nature of the court. We have no connection whatever 
with the district courts or with the circuit court of appeals. They are 
regional courts. They go direct—the appeal is directly from those 
courts to the Supreme Court and appeal is directly from our court to 
the Supreme Court. We handle suits against the Government only. 

We send Commissioners all over the country for the convenience 
of the litigants to get the evidence, and they bring back a report and 
make their recommendations, make their findings of fact from the 
evidence that they have received, and from documents that have been 
filed, and then we secure additional documents where necessary from 
the various departments. There isn’t any particular relationship 
between our courts and the other courts except we all do go to the 
Supreme Court. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think I should read a couple of 
other paragraphs from this letter. It wouldn’t be fair for this letter 
to be put in the record without giving the representatives of the 
Court of Claims an opportunity to comment upon it. 1 will read from 
earlier in the letter from Mr. Bartholomew: 

On several previous occasions consideration has been given to the desirability 
of grouping the various Federal courts not now provided for in a single area or 
location for the purposes of economical administration and general convenience. 
The two locations most preferred have been either in the vicinity of Judiciary 
Square or of the Supreme Court. 
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One of the primary functions of the National C: spits al Planning Commission is 
to prepare and maintain a comprehensive plan for the deve lopme it of the central 
area of Washington embracing its proposals for the location and arrangement of 
public buildings to house the various needs of the Government 

A key feature of this plan for many years has been the eventual inclusion of the 
entire square on the west side of Lafayette Park between Jackson Place and 17t! 
Street within the area to be acquired and developed for public purposes 

Consistent with this recommendation, the Congress approved on April 5, 1941 
appropriations for the acquisition of the westerly portion of this square and sul 
sequently for the southeast corner opposite the White House gate. Various 
studies have been made showing how the entire square might be developed with 
or without the preservation of the Blair, Blair-Lee and Decatur houses. 

It appears to this Commission that the proximity of this square to the White 
House dictates its reservation for uses associated with the executive establish- 
ment, if not actually with the Executive Office of the President 

Locations near the White House and Executive Office establishments are and 
always will be at such a premium that it would seem to be unwise not only to 
reestablish the Court of Claims at this location, but to impair the eventual utiliza- 
tion of the entire square for a single Government building 

For the above reasons, the Commission does not recommend the passage of this 
legislation and in lieu thereof suggests that a study be made for a grouping of all 
the Federal courts at a location where they would be physically associated with 
other parts of the judiciary establishment. 

Judge Jones. There are two answers to that one. In the first 
place T don’t think Congress is within the foreseeable future going to 
tear down the Blair and Blair-Lee Houses because of their historical 
significance. So there can’t be a uniform building for the whole 
square. And it isn’t at all predictable, and I don’t think it would 
develop that way that there would be an entire single building on that 
whole square. If we were given the location at 17th and H, it could 
be fitted into whatever plan they have. That would still leave an 
immense amount of space in that square that would probably take 
care of any Executive expansion for a hundred years. That is No. 1. 

No. 2 is that whoever prepared that report was laboring under the 
impression that the jurisdiction of this court is similar to that of the 
other courts. We have a special but extensive jurisdiction which 
includes suits against the Government. These include cases that 
arise out of action by the executive departments. We have a great 
many contract cases, and Indian cases arising out of action by the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs in the Interior Department, out of the 
construction contracts, and out of Commerce, Labor, retirement 
benefits, and veterans’ benefits. Most of these departments are 
located in that area 

And we have access to them daily, almost every day through our 
messenger service. I think it is a court that deals more direc tly with 
the executive departments than any other court, and also almost 
exclusively with matters growing out of the executive department. 

Senator Casr. Have you had any conference with the National 
Capital Planning Commission? 

Judge Jonss. I didn’t have any direct contact with the Planning 
Commission. I didn’t know they were going to be even interested in 
it until my attention was called to their letter. But Mr. McConibe, 
who was appointed sort of a representative of the executive depart- 
ment—and he since, some of the gentlemen told me, has been given 
an additional assignment on the Commission—came to see me. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Nolen, why don’t you come up here and 
join in this colloquy at this point. It might expedite matters. 
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Judge Jones. He came over to see me about an outline, something 
about possible planning or development of that particular area. I 
suggested to him that our court remain where it is; ‘‘Why can’t you 
look over our building plans and we can made it fit into any plan.” 
He said he didn’t think that would work. But as I understood him 
when I suggested that our court would be willing to go up to 17th and 
H, and that could be made to fit into other plans, I got the impres- 
sion—I wouldn’t want to quote him, I would rather you asked him— 
that he thought that might be worked out, and that then the rest of it 
could be developed for the executive department. 

I won’t quote him directly. That is the impression I got. And I 
think he said that that might be worked out. He said we would talk 
about that anyway. 

Senator McNamara. Whom are you quoting now? 

Judge Jones. Mr. MeConihe. 

Senator McNamara. Is he with your office? 

Mr. Nouen. No, sir. He is now Commissioner of Public Buildings 
and is a member of the Planning Commission. But has only been 
made a member—— 

Judge Jones. Since that time? 

Mr. Nouen. Just in the last few weeks. 

Judge Jones. He told me that he had been asked by the executive 
department to look into the question. That is all I knew about it. 
He wanted to come over to see me, and did. 

Senator Cast. Mr. Chairman, the bill suggests, and I think the 
testimony suggested, that the Commission of Fine Arts would be 
expected to provide the exterior design of the new building, or that 
it would be subject to their approval, rather. The letter of April 10, 
1956, signed by David Finley, Chairman of the Commission of Fine 
Arts, addressed to the Honorable Dennis Chavez, as chairman, says: 

We would be happy to see the United States Court of Claims appropriately 
housed elsewhere in a new building designed for the court’s specific use, and, if 
such « building is authorized, we will gladly assist in advising the architects on 
the exterior design. We believe that land in the area now occupied should be 
reserved for the expansion of the executive branch of the Government and that 
relocation of the Court of Claims in a new building in the vicinity of the Supreme 
Court or Judiciary Square will contribute to the orderly development of the plan 
of Washington. We hope, therefore, that S. 3445 will be reconsidered and a site 
selected that will conform with the long-range plans for the city. 

And then under date of April 23, 1956, there is a letter from the 
Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget addressed also to the 
chairman, in which this paragraph appears: 

The Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commission 
do not consider the construction of the new United States Court of Claims building 
on the site of the present building in conformity with the long-range plans for 
the site. The Commission of Fine Arts suggests that the area now occupied by 
the Court of Claims be reserved for future requirements of the executive branch 
of the Government and that the relocation of the Court of Claims be in the 
vicinity of the Supreme Court or Judiciary Square. This office concurs with 
these views and recommendations that this measure not be enacted. 

I think in all frankness, and I think those present will recognize, 
with the National Capital Planning Commission and the Commission 
on Fine Arts and the Bureau of the Budget all recommending ad- 
versely, that a bill of this type would have difficulty in passing the 
floor on the consent calendar, which is the way most of these bills 
generally appear. 
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It might be desirable for us to defer action until you have had an 
opportunity to confer with the representatives of these agencies and 
see if we can’t get a proposal that everybody will agree on. 

Judge Jones. I will be glad to confer with them at any time they 
wish. In fact they didn’t say anything to us. The Bureau of the 
Budget had on 3 different occasions approved a plan for us to add 
to our building where it is, to build 2 stories on the garage and then 
take off the top and make it fireproof. It is a fire hazard the way it is 

The House Appropriations Subcommittee said in effect ‘We won't 
spend money on that old building.”’ It is nearly 100 years old. The 
Budget approved improvement at the present location. So I assume 
that they are just undertaking to go along with the viewpoint of the 
Fine Arts Commission. I don’t know, I wouldn’t want to make a 
definite commitment, but I thought we were going a good long way 
when we said we would take any one of the corners of that particular 
square, which is the most convenient location to the type of jurisdicticn 
which this court exercises. 

Senator Cass. It would be possible, of course, for the committee 
to conduct extensive hearings and get some maps here and go into 
the planning of the city and show this block and the different four 
corners. But this session is approaching the time we are talking 
about when we are going to adjourn. Rather than get into some 
extended hearings and then possibly have to repeat that in the House, 
it seems to me that more time would be made if these people could 
get together and come up on a plan on which there was agreement, 
rather than for the committee to try it here. 

Senator McNamara. I assumed that was the position that we were 
going into today, that substantial agreement had been reached. I am 
surprised to find there is so much disagreement by the agencies 
involved. 

Judge Jones. In fact they hadn’t contacted me at all. I hadn’t 
seen a copy of their letter though I had been told by Mr. McConihe 
approximately what their attitude seems to be. But I will be glad 
to talk with any of them. 

Senator McNamara. Do you have some comment on the overall 
aspects? 

Mr. No.en. No, sir. I think Senator Case’s suggestion is an ex- 
cellent one. We are always glad to sit down and talk things over. 
In fact most of the problems we have have to be talked over. This 
one, because of the special way in which the issue was introduced to 
the public, wasn’t reviewed that same way. We would be glad to do 
that. 

Senator McNamara. What is your reaction to the suggestion, Mr. 
Stewart, as the Architect of the Capitol? Should we suspend hearings 
at this point and give the agencies a chance to clear this matter? 

Mr. Srewarrt. I have one very serious thought in mind. I am 
flattered that you ask me my opinion on suspending your hearings. 
In my position ‘Tean add to Judge Jones’ statement as to the precarious 
conditions that exist in the present building. But in my official 
position I hope that there would not be any insistence put on me to 
give a statement of policy on overall planning. I am not in such a 
position. 

I don’t know what the National Capital Planning overall planning 
is, although they are working on an overall plan for Capitol Hill. 
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There might be a solution in that. I wouldn’t want to jeopardize 
Judge Jones’ chance of getting a new building by going on record and 
saying anything officially that might be a matter of polic: y. 

Senator Case. I have not heard anything, nor is there anything 
within my own knowledge that would offset any argument that 
the Court of Claims needs a new building. In fact I was down there a 
few years ago to testify on a matter before an examiner and it wouldn’t 
take any argument to persuade me that a new building was in order. 
But I do think that when we are thinking in terms of building new 
buildings in the National Capital we all want to see the C apital have 
a harmonious development. Because of the fact that we do have the 
National Capital Planning Commission and we do have a Com- 
mission of Fine Arts and we also now have this responsibility in the 
General Services Administration of providing certain space require- 
ments, it is desirable to have a coordinated approach to this. 

Judge Jones. I am in thorough accord with the idea of having a 
general plan. I remember way back in the twenties when they 
bought the Mall. I was serving in the House at the time. I went to 
Hon. Richard Elliott, acting chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, and suggested instead of putting all the departmental buildings 
down along the Avenue, where they would all jam up and be crowded 
at one time, if we bought a radius of a half-mile around the Capitol, 
including Union Station as part of it, and have parking space and 
parks and so forth in between, and have the departments ringed 
around the whole thing, there would be nothing like it in the world. 
He was very much impressed but said that the plan had gone too far 
to try to make a change. I still think the plan would have been an 
ideal one. 

I have been interested in a general plan for a long time. I think 
our court fits into the picture down close to where the departments are 
because of the peculiar jurisdiction of our court and the needs for 
access to the various departments. I would like to and would be 
happy to sit down with these gentlemen and try to work it out. 

Senator Case. There is some argument there certainly that you 
deal with executive agencies a good deal. Do you think that case 
ought to be made with the Capital Planning Commission and the 
Commission on Fine Arts? You know, as a practical matter, if this 
bill comes up on the Consent Calendar or comes up as we take it up 
here, that, with the adverse recommendation from the Bureau of the 
Budget, Capital Planning Commission, Commission on Fine Arts, 
somebody is going to ask that the bill go over. 

Judge Jones. That is probably true. I would like to suggest to 
the Planning Commission that they give some thought to whether it 
can be worked out for us to take the 17th and H corner, and then we 
will meet and talk it over at any time you suggest. This week I am 
letting the other judges handle matters for a little while. We have 
about 40 cases to be argued this week and part of next week. 

Senator McNamara. We will leave it to you fellows. 

Judge Jonzs. I will meet any evening that you ge ntlemen want to 
meet. Or we can meet on Saturday. I will be glad to have you come 
over and meet all the judges and talk to them all at once in our con- 
ference room. 

We will be through by Wednesday of next week, I think. 
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Mr. Noten. The Planning Commission in fact is meeting the end 
of next week. We will be very glad to take this matter up at that 
time. 

Judge Jones. Could you have an earlier meeting or talk over in- 
formally before that? 

Mr. Nouen. We perhaps could. Subject to the chairman’s avail- 
ability. He was here yesterday and will be here tomorrow. But he 
had an out of the city engagement of some standing that he couldn’t 
give up today. He asked me if I wouldn’t appear. 

Senator Case. I assume you will ask Mr. Finley and the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. 

Mr. Nouen. We certainly will. We have offices across the hall. 
We meet jointly sometimes on problems such as this. 

Judge Jones. You have a meeting room in that area? 

Mr. Nowen. Yes, sir. We have a meeting room. 

Mr. Finuey. Mr. Chairman, would you like me to make a comment? 

Senator McNamara. Yes, if you are going to be available or not 
we would like to have you comment on this proposed getting together. 

Mr. Finutey. We would be very glad to see you on the 14th—that 
would be the next meeting of the Commission of Fine Arts—and to 
listen to any of these arguments. 

I may say that the Commission when requested by this committee 
to give their views on the bill wrote the letter which the Senator read 
just now. We based our advice entirely on the fact that the courts 
should be grouped together at the end of the city where the municipal 
courts are, and the Supreme Court. Insofar as the location at 17th 
and H is concerned, the Court of Claims is now housed in a building 
which was erected by Mr. W. W. Corcoran I believe in 1858 for the 
Corcoran Art Gallery. It was acquired by the Federal Government 
in 1898, I think it was. 

I think there is some merit to the claim that at that time it was 
convenient to be near the executive departments. That was before 
the days of motor cars, and it was not so easy to get back and forth. 
But since that time a plan for the grouping of the courts has been 
adopted and the Commission of Fine Arts considered this carefully 
and felt that that plan should be followed. 

If each agency should decide where they want to go, of course there 
would be no general plan for the city of W ashington. 

I would be glad to talk this over. We have considered it carefully. 
And that is the unanimous opinion of the Commission of Fine Arts, 
that it would be better for this building to go in some other place 
nearer the other courts, particularly as it is under 

Senator McNamara. The Judge indicated that he hadn’t had an 
opportunity to discuss his problems in connection with your recom- 
mendations. I am sure that you are going to be ready to listen to him. 

Mr. Fintey. We will be ready to do that. We haven’t had a re- 
quest from the court, only a request from the committee to report 
on this bill. 

Senator McNamara. We understand that. 

Then we will leave it in that manner for you fellows to get together. 

Mr. Stewart is here and has a statement. 

Mr. Srewarrt. I would like to say before you close the hearing that 
I see mentioned in both your recommendations and Mr. Finley’s 
group, Judiciary Square or some place in the vicinity of the Supreme 











12 BUILDING FOR UNITED STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 





Court Building. I want Judge Marvin Jones to know that as the 
Architect of the Capitol I would welcome you in this neighborhood 
as a very, very good neighbor. 

Judge Jones. We very much need a new building. But our judges 
are all. pretty adamant. I probably won’t be there much longer than 
the new building is finished. But our judges and pretty much the 
entire court feel it is much more convenient in that particular area. 

I take it from Mr. Finley’s statement that he is not in the position 
much to give consideration to anything else. I think we might get 
into a stalemate on that basis. 

Mr. Finuey. I am afraid the judge is wrong. We would be glad 
to have the judge come to the Commission meeting on the 14th. We 
are meeting then. We can discuss it with the full Commission. With 
the facts before them, they reached the decision expressed in that 
letter. 

Senator McNamara. I think you made that clear in your com- 
munication. 

Mr. Fintey. We will be glad to see you if you can come on the 14th. 
That is the only time we will be meeting for some time. 

Judge Jones. We are holding court. We have a double submission 
this week because we take home work for the summer. We are having 
42 cases argued this week and next. 

Senator McNamara. We will leave that to vou gentlemen to get 
together, when, where, and how you see fit. We won’t enter into that. 
We hope that you can make some progress. We will be glad to hear 
from you and let the staff know when you want to come back. 

Judge Jonxs. He was so determined in his opposition to the location 
that I didn’t see if there was much use in trving to get together. 

Senator McNamara. If you are ready to give up, we are. 

We will hear Senator Cotton, who has some remarks to make on the 


bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORRIS COTTON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, may I say that I am deeply in- 
terested in making sure that all the people engaged in the construction 
of these buildings are fully aware of the permanence and desirability 
of building them of granite. Specifically, of course, New Hampshire 
granite. 

I ask permission to file in the record a very brief statement on the 
subject. . 

Senator McNamara. We will be glad to have such a statement in 
the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

Granite is nature’s hardest building material. 

The natural binder of granite, holding the crystals together, is quartz—hardest 
of all common minerals. Only rare minerals such as topaz, corundum, and dia- 
mond are harder. Quartz is distinguished from all other minerals by its vitreous 
luster and lack of cleavage. 

The color of granite is determined by its impervious mineral pigments. Granite 
cannot fade—cannot deteriorate. 

Granite resists the elements as no other building stone can. Permanence of its 


strength and beauty eliminates all maintenance costs other than an occasional 
washing. 
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The ageless beauty of granite also resists the ravages of human contact. Sur- 
faces of granite are so durable that, even at street levels, they remain unchanged 
despite the destructive tendencies of careless people. Granite is ideal for 
trances, steps, walls, and points of heavy traffic. 

Extreme durability of granite preserves the rich freshness of design vear after 
year. Ancient pillars, statues, and temple decorations of granite are in perfect 
condition as the day they were made—though they have been outside, in all kinds 
of climates and conflicts, for centuries. 

Granite was well appreciated by the ancients. In Egyptian tombs, corridors 
were blocked with granite to frustrate pillagers. Giant obelisks, such as the 
Cleopatra’s Needles, made to stand forever, were made of granite And the old 
Roman aqueduct of Segovia, Spain, built of granite, still stands as an example of 
ageless strength and durability. 

For generations, the permanence and enduring beauty of granite has made 
the most desired of all building stones. But cost of quarrying, fabricating, trans- 
porting, and setting restricted its use. In the past, use of granite was generally 
confined entirely to costlier monumental structures, or was used sparingly where 
the utmost in wear and weather resistance made it a necessity. 

Today, developments of modern methods of quarrying and fabricating granite 
have revolutionized the industry—and greatly lowered costs 

Granite is channel quarried into rectangular blocks to avoid waste. At the 
plant, fabrication is almost wholly accomplished by use of moneysaving, giant 
machines. Elimination of excess weight during the processing gives enormous 
savings due to low cost of transportation and handling 

Now the cost of architectural granite is so surprisingly low, its cost is no longer 
a restraining factor in its use. And, as always, the first cost is the only cost, 
Impervious to stains and scratches, the beauty of granite is as imperishable as the 
stone itself. 


en- 


Senator McNamara. We will include in the record at this point 
reports on S. 3445 from the United States Court of Claims, Architect 
of the Capitol, National Capital Planning Commission, Commission of 
Fine Arts, and Bureau of the Budget. 

(The reports referred to above are as follows: ) 


UNITED States Court or CLatiMs, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. CuHarRMAN: Replving to vour inquiry in reference to 8. 3445, a 
bill to provide for the construction, é¢quipment, and furnishing of a building for 
the United States Court of Claims: 

The problem is primarily a physical one with both the need for additional 
space and the condition of the present structure constituting important factors 
for consideration. As is generally known, the present building is 97 years old 
and while interior alterations have been made on occasion, the fundamental 
structural features remain as thev were in the original construction. The roof, 
for instance, is supported by hand-hewn timbers, which, after nearly 100 vears, 
have become dry and brittle. In this and in other respects the building is a fire 
hazard and has been so described by the former Architect of the Capitol, Mr. 
David Lynn. Invaluable records would be lost if a serious fire should occur. 
The heating and plumbing lines are very old and require frequent and expensive 
repairs. Washroom facilities are inadequate. 

The ancient sandstone which forms the exterior of the building is deteriorating 
at an alarming rate. Chunks of the stone have fallen on several occasions and 
this constitutes a hazard to pedestrians and to persons entering or leaving the 
building. 

The growing space requirements of the court are well known as are the limita- 
tions of the present building. It has been necessary to place a portion of the 
library and the offices of two of the commissioners in basement rooms. The 
remainder of the library is in scattered rooms about the building. 

With approximately 5,400 cases pending in the court, filing space is at a premium 
and there is no room for expansion. Expressed in terms of cubic feet, inactive 
storage and printed material occupy 1,232 cubic feet. Active files require 1,488 
cubit feet, plus twenty-eight 4-drawer metal file cabinets. 


80259—56——3 
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On previous occasions the possibility of solving the space problem by con- 
struction of an addition and remodeling the present structure has been discussed. 
When the question of remodeling and enlarging the old building was presented 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations took the position that any major expendi- 
ture on a building as old as this one would not be justified. The report of the 
House Committee on Appropriations made in connection with the legislative- 
judiciary appropriation bill of 1954 contained this statement: 

“The only significant change the committee made from either the 1953 level of 
appropriations or from the budget estimates was the disallowance of $233,300 
of the request for $248,900 to repair and improve the Court of Claims Building. 
The building is about 100 years old. The committee is of the belief that a more 
permanent solution to the housing problem of this court should be sought than 
attempting to improve this very old structure.” 

When the court first occupied the present building in 1899 it was more than 
adequate for its needs. But the expanded activities of the National Government 
and the consequent increased litigation, as well as the condition of the present 
quarters make a new building very much needed. 

Sincerely yours, 


Marvin Jones, Chief Judge. 


Wasuineton, D. C., March 27, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United Siates Senote. 

My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: In response to your communication of Mareh 15, 
1956, I am transmitting, herewith, report of the Architect of the Capitol on 
S. 3445, to provide for the construction, equipment, and furnishing of a building 
for the United States Court of Claims, and for other purposes. 

As stated in my report, in my opinion there is urgent need for the erection of a 
new building to properly house the United States Court of Claims. 

Yours very truly, 
J. GEORGE STEWART, 
Architect of the Capitol. 


REPORT OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL ON COMPANION BILLs 8S. 3445 AND 
H. R. 9873, 84rH ConGREss, PROVIDING FOR THE CONSTRUCTION, EQUIPMENT, 
AND FURNISHING OF A BUILDING FOR THE UNITED STaTes Court oF CLaIMs, 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


There is urgent need for the erection of a new building to properly house the 
United States Court of Claims. Since 1899, the court has been housed in its 
present quarters, located at the northeast corner of 17th Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., on lot 800 in square 167, next to the Blair House. The present 
quarters consist of a main building and a small annex building in the rear. 

The United States Court of Claims Building was erected by William Corcoran 
in 1859. Before its completion, the building was occupied and used during the 
Civil War by the War Department as its Quartermaster Department. It was 
occupied as the Corcoran Art Gallery from 1873 to 1899. The site and building 
were purchased by the Federal Government in 1901 at a cost of $300,000. Title 
to the real estate is now vested in the United States of America. 


QUARTERS OCCUPIED BY THE COURT 


The United States Court of Claims was created by act of February 24, 1855. 
At first it was composed of 3 judges, but in 1863 the number was increased to 5, 
and has so remained to this day. The territorial jurisdiction of the court is the 
same as that of the Supreme Court of the United States. Its jurisdiction is 
nationwide and is coexistent with the Constitution and the laws of Congress. 

In 1855, for the first 3 months of its existence, the court occupied rooms and 
held court in the Willard Hotel at 14th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
These quarters were inadequate and unsuitable. The court was then moved to 
a house on G Street NW, between 12th and 13th Streets, and the space there 
occupied was also inadequate and unsuitable. From 1856 to 1879, the court 
occupied rooms in the United States Capitol Building. By 1879, it became 
imperative for the rooms occupied by the court to be taken over for the use of the 
Congress. In November 1879, the court was moved into rooms in a building 
located at 1509 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., opposite the north-front of the 
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Treasury. By 1899, these rooms were no longer available and the court was 
then moved into rooms on the first floor of the building which it now oecupies 
At that time, the present building was being used principally as a storage place 
for records of the various Government departments. It was then in a rather 
dilapidated condition, and the quarters provided for the court were entirely in- 
appropriate and inadequate. For many years the court had to manage as best 
it could with badly arranged and inadequate rooms. It was necessary for a time 
for all the judges to occupy one room. In 1912, the court succeeded in obtaining 
the use of a portion of the second floor of the building, and in subsequent vears 
assumed occupancy of the entire building and the small annex building in the rear, 
originally used as a stable. 


INADEQUACY AND CONDITION OF PRESENT BUILDINGS 


The character and arrangement of the United States Court of Claims Buiiding, 
originally designed, constructed, and occupied as the Corcoran Art Gallery, is not 
and never has been adaptable for efficient layout for use as a courthouse nor for 
the needs and requirements of the court, nor commensurate with the dignity and 
importance of the court. Although the interior of the building has been remodeled 
to such extent as feasible, and rooms have been added in the light courts of the 
main building and on the rear of the annex building, nevertheless nearly 50 per- 
cent of the space in the main building is still taken up with corridors, stairway, 
and high ceilings unusable for other purposes. Due to this excessive loss of space 
and other physical characteristics of the building, further expansion is not possible 
within present quarters to meet the needs and requirements of the court. 

The main building is a two-story and basement structure, now almost 100 vears 
old. The floor construction generally consists of brick arches spanning between 
wrought iron beams which are spaced about 4 feet on centers and supported by 
brick bearing wails at each end, so that the floors are somewhat fire resistive 
The construction above the ceiling of the second floor, however, is wood. The 
wood framing of the roof was very substantially built when it was originaily con- 
structed and appears to have performed its function well and is still in good 
condition structurally. 

The ceiling of the first floor is 20 feet from the floor line, and the second stdry 
ceiling is 30 feet above the second floor line. There were numerous light shafts 
built into the construction above the ceiling. These shafts originally had sky- 
lights at the roof and ceiling lines. The purpose was to provide a source of 
natural light for the illumination of the art displays below. The skylights in 
the roof have been closed, but in many cases the skylights in the ceiling remain 
and the shafts are still in existence. They are constructed of wood studs with 
wood lath and are plastered. The fire hazard present in the construction above 
the ceiling of the second floor of this building is very great. The construction, 
as stated, is of wood and is old and has become extremely dry. The old light 
shafts tend to act as a series of flues, so that if a fire were to start in this area, its 
control would be practically impossible. An effort has been made to guard 
against this condition by the installation of a large number of self-contained, 
automatic fire extinguishers. This measure of protection cannot be relied upon. 
During the summer months the heat generated in this space is at times sufficient 
to set off these extinguishers. The fire hazard which exists in this building can- 
not be too strongly emphasized. In the event of a major fire at the Court of 
Claims, the District Fire Department would have a very difficult task trying to 
save from destruction not only the Court of Ciaims Building but also the Blair 
House next door. 

The exterior walls of the main building are constructed of brick, with the orna- 
mentation being of stone. The original embellishment of the building was rather 
ornate, in keeping with the architecture of the time it was built. Consequently, 
there are cornices, belt courses and trim around the windows and doors which 
overhang the walls a considerable amount. The stone, used for these purposes, 
was sandstone. It is a soft, porous stone, and has disintegrated badly due to the 
action of the elements. In many places the detail of the carving of these stones 
has completely disappeared. More serious than the loss of the ornamentation 
is the fact that the stone has disintegrated to the point where relatively large 
pieces fall out on occasions. Some of this stone facing was removed in 1947 and 
some more in the spring of 1954. Not too long ago a large piece directly over the 
entrance door fell. Fortunately, no one was injured. The walls on two sides 
parallel the sidewalks, with small areas between. The overhanging stones present 
a very definite hazard to pedestrian traffic on these two sidewalks. It is prob- 
ably only a question of time until someone is injured due to a piece of one of these 
stone being dislodged. 
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At the rear of the main building, there is a structure which is 1 story high in 
part and 2 stories in height for the remainder. The west part of this structure 
is used as a garage on the first floor. The east part, which is the two-story part, 
is used for offices on the second floor. The basement is used for storage. As 
previously indicated, this building was originally used as a stable. 

The north and south walls of the rear building are in poor condition. They 
each bulge as much as 444 inches. This building has been altered several times. 
The most recent alteration consisted of the installation of a new concrete first floor 
in the west part of the building. That part appears to be in satisfactory condi- 
tion. The east part of this floor is constructed of wood and is shored up on 
wooden supports which are very heavily stressed. This shoring should not be 
left in its present condition, as a fire in that area would probably result in the 
collapse of the floor and, doubtless, the whole structure. The wall of the second 
story part of this building is also in poor condition. If it is to remain, it should 
be carefully examined and repointed to render it weathertight. 

It is estimated that an expenditure of more than three-quarters of a million 
dollars would be necessary to eliminate fire and other existing hazards, through 
replacement of the roof and attic sections of the main building with fireproof 
construction and through rehabilitation of the exterior of the building, and to 
make necessary changes, alterations, and additions to the annex building. Such 
expenditure would still leave the court with a building unadaptable for efficient 
layout for court use and grossly inadequate for present and future demands and 
needs of the court. The jurisdiction of the Court of Claims has been enlarged 
from time to time since its establishment and its workload has increased tremen- 
dously throughout the vears. 


NEED FOR ITS OWN BUILDING 


The Court of Claims should continue to be provided with a separate building 
for its own use. The court should not be placed in a building oecupied by other 
departments or establishments of the Government. Litigants in the Court of 
Claims are the citizens and resident aliens of the United States. The United 
States is the defendant in every case. This means that in suits instituted in the 
Court of Claims every department, bureau, establishment, and agency of the 
United States are, at one time or another, concerned, and are, in fact, real 
defendants. The Department of Justice appears in every case on behalf of the 
United States and the various departments and establishments. It would, there- 
fore, be improper for the court te be housed in a building occupied by any other 
department of the Government. 


DUTIES OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


In 1902, following the purchase of the buildings now occupied by the court, 
funds were provided by Congress for expenditure by the Architect of the Capitol 
for repair of the buildings and to place the same in a sanitary condition. 

From 1902 to 1932 appropriations, when provided by Congress for special 
repairs and improvements to the Court of Claims buildings, were made available 
for expenditure by the Architect of the Cpitol. 

From 1933 until the present date, an annual appropriation for the structural 
and mechanical care of the Court of Claims Buildings has been provided by 
Congress for expenditure by the Architect of the Capitol, and the Architect of 
the Capitol has been responsible for such care under authority provided in the 
annual appropriation acts. 


PROPOSED NEW BUILDING 


Under the provisions of companion bills, 8. 3445 and H. R. 9873, it is proposed 
to demolish and remove the existing Court of Claims Buildings and to construct, 
equip, and furnish a new building for the court, on the site of the existing buildings, 
in accordance with plans to be prepared by or under the direction of the Architect 
of the Capitol and to be approved by the chief judge of the court, at a cost not 
to exceed $3,500,000. 

The new building would contain a courtroom, hearing rooms, offices, and other 
necessary accommodations and facilities for the court. As presently proposed, 
the new building would consist of 4 stories and a setback fifth story, above ground, 
and 2 basement floors below ground. The building would be of reinforced con- 
crete beam and slab construction, with a brick and limestone exterior. It would 
be air conditioned. Heat would be supplied from a central heating plant located 
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within the building. The new building would also provide parking accommoda- 
tions for approximately 2) automobiles and contain ample file and storage space. 

It is estimated that approximately 2 years will be required for construction of 
the new building. 

During the period of demolition of the existing buildings and construction of 
the new building, it will be necessary for the court to occupy other temporary 
quarters. Under the provisions of 8. 3445 and H. R. 9873, such quarters are to 
be provided by the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts, pursuant to the provisions of title 28, United States Code, section 604 (11) 

Under section 5 of these bills, the new building, when completed and occupied, 
would be operated and maintained under the exclusive direction and control of 
the court, with the exception of the structural and mechanical care of the building 
which would continue to be performed by the Architect of the Capitol under the 
direction of the chief judge of the court. 

In view of the prominent location of the proposed new building, which would 
front the White House and be located adjacent to the Blair House, the bills, 
8. 3445 and H. R. 9873, provide that the exterior design of the new building shall 
shall be subject to the approval of the Commission of Fine Arts. 





THE COMMISSION OF FINE ARTs, 
Washington, D. C., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CHaAvez: Your letter of March 15, 1956, requested the sug- 
gestions of the Commission of Fine Arts with respect te. 8. 3445, 84th Congress, a 
bill to provide for the construction, equipment, and furnishing of a building for 
the United States Court of Claims, and for other purposes. 

At a meeting on April 5, 1956, the members of the Commission considered the 
provisions of 8. 3445, and it was agreed to recommend that 8. 3445 not be enacted 
in its present form. We would be happy to see the United States Court of Claims 
appropriately housed elsewhere in a new building designed for the court’s specific 
use, and, if such a building is authorized, we will gladly assist in advising the 
architects on the exterior design. We believe that land in the area now occupied 
should be reserved for the expansion of the executive branch of the Government 
and that relocation of the Court of Claims in a new building in the vicinity of the 
Supreme Court or Judiciary Square will contribute to the orderly development of 
the plan of Washington. We hope, therefore, that 5. 3445 will be reconsidered 
and a site selected that will conform: with the long-range plans for the city. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

For the Commission of Fine Arts: 

Sincerely yours, 


Davin E. Finugey, Chairman, 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGer, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Cuatrman: This is in reply to your letter of March 15, 1956, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 3445, to provide for the 
construction, equipment, and furnishing of a building for the United States Court 
of Claims, and for other purposes. 

The Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commission 
do not consider the construction of a new United States Court of Claims building 
on the site of the present building in conformity with the long-range plans for 
the site. The Commission of Fine Arts suggests that the area now occupied by 
the Court of Claims be reserved for future requirements of the executive branch 
of the Government and that the relocation of the Court of Claims be in the 
Vicinity of the Supreme Court or Judiciary Square. 
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This office coneurs with these views and recommends that this measure not be 
enacted. 
Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Percy Rappaport, 
Assistant Director. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: In accordance with your request of March 15, the 
National Capital Planning Commission has been pleased to consider 8. 3445, 
to provide for the construction, equipment, and furnishing of a building for the 
United States Court of Claims, and for other purposes, and offers the following 
suggestions and comments on the merits of the bill and the propriety of its passage. 

The bill authorizes and directs the Architect of the Capitol to remove the present 
United States Court of Claims building located at the northeast corner of 17th 
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW., and to construct a new court building on 
the same site. The basic question concerning this Commission would therefore 
seem to be whether the proposal conforms with the Commission’s plans for this 
area and the appropriateness of this location for this particular agency of the 
Government. 

On several previous occasions consideration has been given to the desirability 
of grouping the various Federal courts not now provided for in a single area or 
location for the purposes of economical administration and general convenience. 
The two locations most preferred have been either in the vicinity of Judiciary 
Square or of the Supreme Court. 

One of the primary functions of the National Capital Planning Commission is to 
prepare and maintain a comprehensive plan for the development of the central 
area of Washington, embracing its proposals for the location and arrangement of 
public buildings to house the various needs of the Government. A key feature of 
this plan for many years has been the eventual inclusion of the entire square on 
the west side of Lafayette Park between Jackson Place and 17th Street within 
the area to be acquired and developed for public purposes. Consistent with this 
recommendation, the Congress approved on April 5, 1941, appropriations for the 
acquisition of the westerly portion of this square and subsequently for the southeast 
corner opposite the White House Gate. Various studies have been made showing 
how the entire square might be developed with or without the preservation of the 
Blair, Blair-Lee and Decatur houses. 

It appears to this Commission that the proximity of this square to the White 
House dictates its reservation for uses associated with the executive establish- 
ment, if not actually with the Executive Office of the President. Locations near 
the White House and Executive Office establishment are and always will be at 
such a premium that it would seem to be unwise not only to reestablish the Court 
of Claims at this location, but to impair the eventual utilization of the entire 
square for a single Government building. 

For the above reasons, the Commission does not recommend the passage of 
this legislation and in lieu thereof suggests that a study be made for a grouping 
of all the Federal Courts at a location where they would be physically associated 
with other parts of the judiciary establishment. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of the above report. 

Sincerely yours, 


' 
i 
' 
' 


HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, Chairman 


Senator McNamara. The meeting is adjourned. 
(Thereupon, at 3:20 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
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MONDAY, JULY 2, 1956 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pus Lic BUILDINGS AND GROUNDs. 
Washington, ra 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Dennis Chavez presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez, Case, Hruska, and Gore. 

Also present: Hon. J. George Stewart, Architect of the Capitol, 
Mr. John Nolen, Jr., Director, National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion, Mr. Richard Akers, Commissioner, Court of Claims, and Mr. 
Willard Hoyt, clerk of Court of Claims. 

The CHarRMAN. The committee will come to order. Mr. Stewart, 
we will start with you as our first witness. 


STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE 
CAPITOL 


Mr. Srewart. Mr. Chairman, I appear here to primarily report 
the condition of the present quarters of the Court of Claims, which 
has been examined rather closely for structural defects and also for 
the menace of fire. 

I think at the other hearings it was brought out here that every- 
body agreed they should have new quarters. Insofar as the selection 
of a site for the new building, I have an open mind as to where it goes, 
but I can’t stress too strongly to this committee the real bad condition 
of that building, and also the lack of space, and the danger that they 
are running of losing the records of the Court of Claims as well as 
what might happen to the Blair House next door. 

The CHatrMAN. Does the present building occupy the entire lot 
on which it is located? 

Mr. Srewarr. All but a very small portion, in a little sort of wing 
on the back, that was used at one time as a carriage shed. 

The CHarrMAN. Does the court also own the vacant lot to the north 
of that, used now for a parking place? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. 

Mr. Hoyr. It is under the control of the General Services admin- 
istration. 

The CHarrMan. But it is Government property? 

Mr. Hoyr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Akers. That is the part on the 17th Street side. 

The CHarrMAan. What size lot is that? 

Mr. Akers. It is about four times the size of our present location. 

The CHarrMAN. I am speaking for myself only, not for any other 
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members of the committee. But I think it is sound policy that where 
the Government owns propery it would be unsound to buy property 
elsewhere to put up a building. I prefer to use property we now have. 
We would like to know if you can get a map of the two lots where the 
courthouse is now, plus the parking lot to the north of it. That is on 
17th Street. 

Mr. Akers. We can furnish you that without any difficulty. 

Mr. Stewart. I believe I have one right here, Mr. Chairman. 
This is the present Court of Claims Building. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHatrRMAN. Would you put the dimensions in the record? 

Mr. Henuock. 17,703 square feet in this lot, and about 35,000 in 
this one. 

Senator Hruska. And these are both vacant? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. There is no building on this corner. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any other contemplated use for these 
lots? 

Mr. Stewart. I believe so. Mr. Nolen can tell you what the 
Fine Arts Commission and the National Capital Parks had in mind 
for that, due to the close of proximity to the White House. 

Mr. Hoyt. I might state that Judge Jones, when he was at the other 
hearing before this committee, very strongly stated he would like to 
stay in that location, or within that block, but there was opposition 
to that. 

The CuarrMAN. There was opposition from the esthetic side, from 
the Fine Arts Commission, but not from the court itself. 

Mr. Hoyt. Oh, no; not at all. 

The CuarrMAN. Senator Hruska, I received this letter on June 26. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: In the Congressional Record of June 25, page 9795, I 
notice a statement to the effect that apparently all the members of the United 
States Court of Claims, with the exception of myself, would like to have the pro- 
posed new building constructed outside the District of Columbia. 

I do not know how this impression was created, but the facts are that all the 
members of our court expressed a preference for having the proposed new building 
constructed at 17th and H Streets on property now owned by the Government 
rather than to move to any other square even in the District. 

When the two Commissions declined to agree to the construction of a building 
at 17th and H Streets it was agreed by both Commission and the members of the 
court that a location on square No. 167 would be acceptable if it met with the 
approval of the Congress. 

At no time has any member of the court desired to leave the square on which 
we are now located except in an effort to reach an agreement. 

It is signed by the Chief Justice Marvin Jones. 

Where would this new property be located? 

Mr. Srewart. The only piece of property that was suggested— 
and that was done with Judge Jones and myself, looking over the 
map, together with Mr. Nolen—the one property is right in back 
of the Supreme Court Building, and it would cost about $1% million 
to purchase. 

Senator Hruska. What is on that square? 

Mr. Stewart. Nothing but homes. 

Senator Hruska. Apartment houses? 

Mr. Stewart. There is one small apartment house in there. Two 
or three of the buildings that are in that property now are on the 
borderline of being substandard. As a matter of fact, it has only 
been recently, in the last 60 days, that the District of Columbia has 

































i 








‘a 


~ 


BUILDING FOR UNITED STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 21 


established a vermin control in two of those blocks, that one and the 
one adjoining, right back of the Supreme Court Building. 

Senator Hruska. Is it immediately to the east, across the street 
from the Supreme Court? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. I am well satisfied as to the need for a new build- 
ing. The only question in my mind is whether Congress would 
assume the expense of going on now. Should it spend a million dollars 
more to buy extra property when we have property right there? 
That is a pretty good property. There isn’t any better property in 
Washington than that at 17th and Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Hoyt. That is where we would like to stay, but there is so 
much opposition. 

The CHarrMaANn. But the opposition hasn’t come from the Gov- 
ernment. It has come from those people who would like to have it 
their way. 

Mr. Stewart. Senator, I might say that there were two approaches 
to this, when it was found there was opposition from certain depart- 
ments being at 17th and H. The first was inaugurated in the House, 
in which they wanted to leave the selection of the site to the judge 
of the court and the Architect. That was motivated, I think, pri- 
marily by the fact that the legislation was introduced by Members of 
the House, who were insistent on retaining the old Corcoran Art 
Gallery and restoring it as an art gallery, and spending money on it, 
and not turn it over to General Services Administration. Then the 
third approach was to select a site which would be agreeable to both 
the judge and myself, which wouldn’t interfere with any of the 
expansion plans we might have, and this is what they came up with. 
And I might say that this one piece of property here meets with the 
universal approval of the Fine Arts Commission, the National Capital 
Planning Commission, and all interested parties. 

The CuarrMan. But it is still a million dollars to buy it. 

Mr. Stewart. One and a half million dollars. 

The CuarrMan. Whereas if you built at the site of the present 
courthouse, the only expense would be for the building. 

Mr. Stewart. That’s right. 

The CuarrMan. That is all we can do now. We will have to take 
this up with the full committee. 

Mr. Stewart. I would be very happy to leave these with you if 
you would like to look at them. Everything is marked but the 
residences. 

Mr. Nolen, would you like to make your statement? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Noten. At a hearing about 3 weeks ago, Senator McNamara 
asked us to get together with Judge Marvin Jones, representatives of 
the Fine Arts Commission, the General Services Administration, and 
the Bureau of the Budget and see if we couldn’t come to an agreement 
on a recommendation to present to your committee. That we have 
done. The decision that we reached, and were unanimous on, was 
confirmed at a joint meeting of the Fine Arts Commission and the 
National Capital Planning Commission about 2 weeks ago. 
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In a report that we had submitted to the committee here previously 
and which had the concurrence of the Bureau of the Budget, the Com- 
mission recommended that a site in the vicinity of Judiciary Square or 
of the Supreme Court be selected in order that the basic principle 
that was set down in the 1901 plan could be adhered to. That prin- 
ciple was that generally speaking the buildings or the sites around the 
Capitol should be reserved to accommodate the various establish- 
ments related to the legislative branch and the judiciary, and that the 
sites around the White House be reserved for buildings to accommo- 
date divisions of the executive establishment. That plan has been 
adhered to over about half a century. I have here the 1901 plan on 
which the Supreme Court Building was designated on the site where 
it was subsequently built. And of course as you know, the other sites 
have been taken up and acquired from time to time for the expansion 
of the legislative establishment. 

Similarly, along the Mall and around the White House historically 
those sites have been developed for accoramodating the various parts 
of the Executive establishment. 

The CuHarrMan. How long has the present court been at 17th and 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Noten. They have been there about 50 years. 

The CuarrMan. So it has a little history, too. 

Mr. Noten. Yes, sir; that is a variation from the principle. How- 
ever, I would like to point out it wasn’t built for that purpose. It was 
the old Art Gallery, the Corcoran Art Gallery. I think the repre- 
sentatives of the Court of Claims will testify it has not been too well 
adapted for their purposes. 

To explain what is involved, I would like to exhibit this plan which 
shows the buildings around the White House and Lafayette Square. 
Here we have the Blair House and Decatur House. We made a plan 
showing how progressively there could be developed on adjoining 
areas a “building that would be eventually a single unit on the whole 
square, but would not require the destruction of any of the historic 
buildings there that you might wish to preserve. 

We have also drawn a plan to show how the site in the rear of the 
Supreme Court Building—— 

The CHarrmMan. Have you drawn a plan or given any thought to 
where you are going to get the money unless you get it from Congress? 

Mr. No.en. That is the reason we are down here, sir, to present 
that plan. Of course every piece of ground in Washington that is in 
public ownership has cost something at some time. It is a question 
of which use you wish to allocate it to. 

This plan shows the groupings of the buildings around the Capitol 
in relation to plans that we have worked on with the District govern- 
ment for a good many years. We proposed to carry Independence 
and Constitution Avenues through eventually in an underpass, so as 
to eliminate this interference at the surface with the local operations 
in the vicinity of the Capitol. You will note the new Senate Office 
Building and the ground around it which it has been proposed to 
pure hase to protect that building and also to reserve lands for future 
needs. 

We have a similar need for protection here in the rear of the Supreme 
Court Building where this site shown in red would be suitable if 
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this square was acquired for the accommodation of the Court of 
Claims or other activities related to the Federal courts. 

Part of that site would have to be taken eventually for the widening 
of Constitution Avenue, and I presume that there could be an offset 
of some kind for the expenditure of money Mr. Stewart spoke of as 
necessary to acquire the site now, which might eventually be returned 
when the land was taken for w idening of the street in order to put 
this tunnel through. 

In making this proposal we have revived a plan that was considered 
about 15 years ago for creating in the rear of the Supreme Court 
Building a Holmes Memorial Garden. Justice Holmes left a fund 
which at that time was proposed to be used for the acquisition of land 
to clean out the private development in the rear of the Court and 
provide a setting for the rear portico. 

We put in the record at the previous hearing a statement from the 
Commission which summarized what I have been attempting to out- 
line on the maps. I think that is all. 

The CuHarrMan. Thank you, Mr. Nolen. Are there any questions? 

Senator Hruska. | have a question. I would like to know whether 
the Commission took into consideration the work of the Court of 
Claims. It is true it is named “‘the court,’ and it is true the Supreme 
Court is up here and they are supposed to be judicially up here and 
so on. But did the Commission take into consideration the nature 
of the work of the Court of Claims and the necessity which is alleged 
in some parts of the record here to be reasonably close to the depart- 
ments with which they work, and the documents to which they must 
refer and which they must have physical possession of in connection 
with their work. Were all of those things taken into consideration 
and duly weighed in making their decision and recommendation as 
you have just related? 

Mr. Noten. | believe they were, Senator. Of course Judge Jones 
brought out in a very striking way at the last hearing we had what 
their court did related to the executive departments. However, | 
still think though that the one unallocated site that is nearest to the 
White House itself, and to the bureaus that have been set up in the 
executive department, should be for some use related to that rather 
than to the judiciary. 

Senator Hruska. Is the thinking any more definite than just a 
concept of that kind? Any special department or any special office 
which is thought of in terms of that location? 

Mr. Nouen. I believe that for a long time it has been considered to 
be eventually necessary to develop some building there for the ac- 
commodation of the Executive Office. 

Senator Hruska. Attached to the White House? 

Mr. Noten. The Executive Office of the President; ves, sir. They 
are not all accommodated in the old State, War, and Navy Building. 

Senator Hruska. Is there something in contemplation now by way 
of enlarging their quarters? Didn’t we just have a resolution sub- 
mitted recently for that purpose? 

Mr. Noten. I think the best answer I can give to you is this 
statement which appeared in our letter and which had the concurrence 
of the Director of the Budget. 

Senator Hruska. Just last week we had a communication from the 
President in which he asked the Congress to form a commission for 
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the purpose of finding more room for his Executive Office, and more 
space. Is that something that you had in mind, or do you know 
anything about that that you can tell us? 

Mr. Nouen. Yes. I do not know specifically. I think it is best 
expressed in this letter which is the official communication, and if I 
might read that it will answer your question. 

Senator Hruska. From who to whom? 

Mr. Noten. From the Planning Commission to Senator Chavez. 
This is the third paragraph in the letter: 

On several occasions consideration has been given to the desirability of grouping 
the various Federal courts not now provided for in a single area or location for 
purposes of economical administration and general convenience. The two loca- 
tions most preferred have been either in the vicinity of Judiciary Square or the 
Supreme Court. 

One of the primary functions of the National Capital Planning Commission is 
to prepare and maintain a comprehensive plan for the development of the central 
area of Washington embracing its proposal for the arrangement of public buildings 
to house the various needs of the Government. The key feature of this plan for 
many years has been the eventual inclusion of the entire square on the left side 
of Lafayette Park between Jackson Place and 17th Street, within the area to be 
acquired and developed for public purposes. 

Consistent with this recommendation the Congress approved on April 5, 1941, 
appropriations for the acquisition of the westerly portion of this square and sub- 
sequently for the southeast corner opposite the White House gate. 

Various studies have been made showing how the entier square might be devel- 
oped with or without preservation of the Blair, Blair-Lee, and Decatur Houses, 
It appears to this Commission that the proximity of this square to the White 
House dictates the reservation for uses associated with the Executive establish- 
ment, if not actually with the Executive Office of the President. 

Locations near the White House and the Executive Office establishment are 
and always will be at such a premium that it would seem to be unwise not only 
to reestablish the Court of Claims at this location but to impair the eventual 
utilization of the entire square for a single Government building. 

For the above reasons the Commission does not recommend the passage of this 
legislation and in lieu thereof suggests that a study be made for a grouping of all 
the Federal courts at a location where they would be physically associated with 
other parts of the judiciary establishment. 

The CHarrMan. You wouldn’t consider the Court of Claims in the 
same category as Judiciary Square over here on Fourth and Pennsyl- 
vania? 

Mr. Noten. No, sir. The thought was, though, that in the public 
mind the courts were together in one location. 

The CHarrMAN. But when a lawyer comes back from Denver, Colo., 
or Memphis, Tenn., or Albuquerque, N. Mex., before the Court of 
Claims, it is for a different nature than arguing in a court at Judiciary 
Square. 

Mr. Noten. I think that was realized. On the other hand, the 
court in its present location has no particular direct relation to the 
White House. 

The CHarrMAN. Except that they own the property. 

Mr. Noten. They own the property, and it is more valuable 
property, square foot for square foot, than the property up here. 
Generally speaking, the higher values have usually been in the vicinity 
of the White House. 

Senator Hruska. Of course they don’t argue proximity to the 
White House. They argue proximity to the several departments in 
the area. 

Mr. Noten. There are other sites. 
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The CHarrMan. I am impressed very much with this letter of 
Judge Jones in which he says that not only he but every member of 
the Court of Claims would like to stay where they are. They do need 
a new building. 

Mr. Nouen. On the other hand, I think if it hasn't been made 
clear, we were requested by Senator McNamara to get together with 
Judge Jones and we did. He seemed entirely satisfied with this pro- 
posal that we have advanced here for a location in the vicinity of the 
Supreme Court. I think if it was desirable to get another location not 
in the Capitol Hill area but associated with the executive departments 
as you have suggested, we could find a cheaper site in the Northwest 
area than this proposed here. 

The CHarrMAN. You don’t want to use it for that purpose? 

Mr. Nouen. That is the general idea. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, where is square 167 on this map? 

Mr. Noten. Immediately north of the old State, War, and Navy 
Building. It is the closest piece of property to the White House. 

Senator Case. Are you agreed on 167? 

Mr. Noten. No, Senator. The Commission’s recommendation was 
to reserve that site for activities associated with the executive depart- 
ment. 

Senator Case. I just looked at the letter from Judge Jones and I 

thought he said that you agreed on it. Judge Jones’ letter says, and 
this is his letter of June 26, 1956: 
When the two Commissions declined to agree to the construction of a building at 
17th and H, it was agreed by both Commissions and the members of the court 
that a location on square No. 167 would be acceptable if it met with the approval 
of the Congress. 

Senator Hruska. Where is 167? 

Mr. Hentock. That is where they are now. 

Senator Caszg. They are at 17th and H. 

Mr. Hentock. That is square 167, 17th and Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Akers. I believe Judge Jones misspoke himself there. He 
thought he was speaking of the proposed location near the Supreme 
Court Building. Don’t you think so, Mr. Nolen? 

Mr. Nouen. That was my understanding. 

The Cuarrman. I have known him for 26 years, and generally he 
expresses himself pretty clearly. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, Mr. Chairman, if you don’t mind my 
sug esting, the context of that paragraph does not permit real logically 

the use of block 167 in the last part of the sentence, because he said 
— they agreed that it could not be had on the present location, 
they agreed it should be on the present location. That is what he is 
saying in that paragraph. I would suggest that that be explored with 
Judge Jones. 

The CHarrMan. We shall. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I was delayed in getting 
here this morning, but as the transcript of the previous hearing on the 
subject will show, I think I was the one who raised the question about 
just giving authority to build a new building in their present location in 
the light of these letters from the Fine Arts Commission and the Capital 
Planning Commission. Our previous hearing broke up on the theme 
that the court and the Commissions would have a meeting or that 
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representatives would have a meeting, and Mr. Stewart was here at 
the time, and I think possibly you attended the mee ‘ting also. 

Mr. Srewarr. I didn’t at the time, but I was aware ‘of it. 

Senator Case. The idea was that they should see what they could 
do to get together. It is difficult to reconcile this paragraph with 
what the balance of the letter is, as Senator Hruska said. That is 
why I thought there must be some difference between 17th and H 
and square 167. 

Mr. Hoyr. I believe Judge Jones was incorrect as to the square 
number. It should be 758. 

Senator Case. What is square 758? 

Mr. Hoyr. That is one in back of the Supreme Court. 

Senator Case. That should be determined. 

The CHarrman. We will. 

Senator Case. It looks like he is talking about two different places. 
He said— 


When the two Commissions declined to agree to the construction of a building at 
17th and H Streets, it was agreed by both Commissions and the members of the 
court that a location on square No. 167 would be acceptable if it met with the 
approval of the Congress. 

Senator Hruska. Which is the same location they agreed not to 
have. 

Senator Case. It indicates that this was an alternate, when they 
didn’t agree on 17th and H. 

The CuarrMan. I think we had better have Judge Jones up here 
one of these days, 

Senator Casr. Possibly the staff could call Judge Jones or his 
secretary and find out. 

Mr. Akers. I will be glad to do it. 

(Clarification of the matter is as follows:) 


UNITED States Court or CLAIMS, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to my letter of June 26, 1956, relative 
to the proposed new building for the United States Court of Claims, a copy of 
which is enclosed for your ready reference. 

Through error paragraph No. 3 states that a location on square No. 167 would 
be acceptable to the members of the court, when in fact square No. 758 was the 


one considered. As you no doubt know, the court is presently located on square 
No. 167. 


Thanking you to make the correction in my former letter, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
Marvin JONES, Chief Judge. 

The CuarrMan. I didn’t happen to be here when you had the first 
meeting but I would like to see Judge Jones before the committee 
before we take final action. 

Senator Hruska. I think that would be very appropriate, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, there is one question I would like to 
ask. Is there any other location in Square 167 on which the Com- 
missions would agree for the suitability of a new court building? 

Mr. Noten. We discussed, Senator, the possibility of anticipating 
eventually a single building on that whole square, and of having the 
Court of Claims constructed in one corner, the northwest corner, I 
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believe—this was at the previous hearing—as the first unit of a single 
development eventually embracing the whole square. That is entirely 
possible. 

The difficulty comes, however, | think in that you would have the 
Architect of the Capitol constructing this building, which comes under 
his jurisdiction, but the other building eventually encompassing the 
whole square would come under the General Services Administration, 
because it would be constructed as a part of the executive establish- 
ment. 

The CuarrMan. I think he gets along pretty well with Mr. Floete. 

Mr. Noten. I am sure he would. We e xplored the idea further at 
this conference that we had with Judge Jones and Mr. MeConihe, 
the new Public Buildings Commissioner, So that is a possibility. 
And, of course, that eliminates the difficulty that you have of using 
the same site, because the court would have to be accommodated 
during the 2 or 3 years that the new building was being constructed. 

The CHarRMAN. Dol understand you to say that you contemplated 
building on the three lots the Government now owns, the one where the 
court is and the 2 under General Services? 

Mr. Nouen. Yes, sir. At the previous hearing that was mentioned, 
I believe. The northwest corner of the square is a possibility. It 
would be done in this manner: The present old Corcoran Art Gallery 
is here, the building occupied by the Court of Claims. Eventually 
this sort of building was envisioned: this is a picture of what might 
be placed there. It would be possible to build, say, that unit, antici- 
pating eventually covering the whole square. But even though that 
would take care of this practical problem of reserving a site nearest 
to the White House for activities associated with the executive estab- 
lishment, that still did not accord with the basic principle that was 
set forth in the 1901 plan and that has been adhered to, of reserving 
the space around the Capitol for the legislative and judiciary, and here 
in Judiciary Square, and the sites along the Mall and around the 
White House for the executive. establishments. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, if you would indulge me, I would 
like to ask a few questions on some related matters in view of the fact 
that we happen to have before us this morning a representative from 
the Capital Planning Commission and the Architect of the Capitol 
and the Fine Arts Commission, growing out of some matters that have 
come up before the Senate Armed Services Committee on military 
construction. 

The CHarRMAN. You may proceed. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in the military-construction bill 
which was passed by the Senate last week and sent to the House for 
conference, we embraced an authorization to build a house for the 
head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in the language carried in the 
bill and the accompanying report he proposed that that house be 
located at Fort McNair. The proposal before the committee was 
that it be constructed on the grounds of the Naval Observatory. 

The committee didn’t accept that idea for a number of reasons. 
1 will mention two of them. One was that it was felt that the head 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be on neutral ground, so to speak, 
rather than to be housed by the Navy, the Army, or the Air Force. 
Fort McNair has houses that are used by some representatives of the 
State Department. It is also the home of the War College which is 
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attended by representatives of the three different services. Con- 
sequently, we felt that McNair would be a better site for that than 
the Naval Observatory grounds. 

There was another reason that was discussed at some length in 
the executive meeting of the committee and that was whether or not 
the Naval Observatory grounds should be devoted exclusively to 
residential purposes even for the Navy. The point of view was 
expressed that the Naval Observatory grounds are quite unique, 
both in the circle character that they have and in the terrain, and in 
their location in the city. 

I bring that up because I want to bring up a few related questions, 
and you people are the people who are doing the planning for the 
coordinated building plans of the city. 

Related to that is this idea of Southwest Washington, and also the 
extension of White House offices. 

I should like to ask you whether or not in any of your planning 
you are giving consideration to the best utilization of the Naval 
Observatory grounds in view of the fact that they are not now being 
devoted to the original purpose for which they were placed under 
Navy administration. 

Mr. Noien. We were concerned about that, Senator, when the 
proposal was made 4 or 5 years ago, perhaps a little longer, to move 
the Naval Observatory out. About that time—I would say about 
10 years ago—it was proposed to put the new general hospital, 
which is now going up on the Soldiers’ Home grounds—it was pro- 
posed at one time to go on that Naval Observatory site. That did 
get approved by the Commission, although I don’t believe the mem- 
bers were too happy about it, for the reason that we were concerned 
about the effect upon the surrounding restricted home neighborhood, 
bringing a hospital with the attendant noises and traffic and so on 
into that neighborhood. 

I think we were very pleased at the later decision to go on the 
Soldiers’ Home grounds and I think everybody is pleased with that 
site. It is much more adequate, and there is more room and elbow 
space. There bas never been any substitute use chosen for the Naval 
Observatory grounds. It should be something of a low intensity, low 
density character, preferably having some residential aspects to it, in 
order to be harmonious with the neighborhood. 

As you all know, Massachusetts Avenue is one of our most sensitive 
and finest of our residential boulevards here in Washington. With 
the embassies and foreign missions of one kind or another established 
along it, it has assumed a dignity that we are trying to hold. 

Senator Cassg. In this same military works authorization bill there 
was proposed, as the bill passed the House—I guess it was in the bill 
passed last year—there was authority for the construction of three 
additional residences for naval officers on the observatory grounds. 

In the bill which passed the Senate the other day we canceled that 
increase of authorization. I don’t know what the outcome will be in 
conference. But there was a feeling that before we start taking an 
area that is as unique as the Naval Observatory grounds, both in its 
round character and in its terrain, that there should be some pretty 
careful studying given to the matter and that no haphazard or chance 
decision should be made. 
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In this same connection, and keeping in mind the responsibilities of 
this committee, Mr. Chairman, I would make some reference also to 
the proposals for reviving the idea of a national stadium for Washing- 
ton. Last week the Vice President designated three members to serve 
on a Stadium Commission, or a revival of the Stadium Commission 
which was authorized 10 or 12 years ago. 

The Vice President honored me by including me among the three 
named on that. I have in mind the questions that may arise in that 
connection. 

The grounds presently used for the National Training School for 
Boys have been among those suggested for stadium purposes. 

Yesterday I was talking with someone, and he wanted to know if it 
would be possible to develop a bowl-type stadium on the observatory 
grounds. I told him I didn’t know. I would hesitate, of course, to 
say anything at this time to prejudice consideration of any practical 
proposal for a national stadium, whether there, East Potomac Park, 
or the Boys’ Training School or what it might be. But I do think 
that this -committee, to which proposals come, like a new building 
for the Court of Claims, or the expansion of the Capitol Grounds, 
with the entanglements we got into on taking the VF W lots and other 
things like that, this committee gets so many of these public buildings 
proposals that it ought to have the benefit of the views of Capitol 
Planning Commission and the Commission on Fine Arts—— 

The CaarrMan. On all of these. 

Senator Casge. Yes, whenever any of these related bill proposals 
come before us. 

Mr. Stewart. Senator, may I interpose? 

Senator Case. I would be happy to have your comment. 

Mr. Stewart. It is along that very same line that I have worked 
hand in hand with the National Capitol Planning and the Commis- 
sion on Fine Arts as well as the Architect’s Commission on the Na- 
tional Capitol, in trying to get a protected area around the Capitol 
itself, that you will know years and years ahead what you plan to do 
with it, so that you can automatically eliminate it if you don’t want 
it in there at that time, if it is 50 or 100 years. This plan that you 
see now was sort of accelerated a little bit by the VFW, and on the 
instructions of your committee, I have been in close contact with the 
VFW. 

If you will see here where this Court of Claims is supposed to go— 
it was proposed to go in there—this is your Supreme Court Building. 
The VFW have options on this, and options on that {indicating}. 
Tomorrow afternoon I hope we will be able to arrange everything. 

Right today they are completely satisfied. 

he CuHarrMAN. What about the Belmont House? 

Mr. Stewart. Belmont House is on this corner. It is not in this 
projected. 

he CuarrMAN. That bill by Senator Hayden and Senator Bridges, 
I believe it is on the Senate Calendar now, that proposes to take in 
that block where the Belmont House is located. 

Mr. Srewart. Yes, sir; but in order to take care of some of these 
buildings that are of historic value or historic interest, if the Congress 
in its wisdom would see fit to take a panel in front of the Capitol and 
reserve it entirely, for nothing other than their Government buildings 
in the future 











30 BUILDING FOR UNITED STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 


The CHarrMan. Where would East Capitol be on that? 

Mr. Stewart. Right in here, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The Fine Arts Commission and you had a plan in 
here some 15 or 20 years ago to widen it clear to the end? 

Mr. Noven. Yes, sir. This part that you see here is a part of that 
plan. 

Mr. Srewarr. It was my suggestion that an area adjacent to that 
that we reserve for our Government properties, could be utilized for 
such buildings as the Belmont House. Historic associations, if they 
have interest in their own buildings, with a little bit of help, usually 
can move. In this instance the Belmont House wanted to move to a 
location that could be selected, and could be acquired at some other 
place. They would still be in the old State of Maryland district, they 
would still have everything they had of historic value but restoring 
their own building in another place. 

They would be safe because our plan for expansion would be this. 
Then on the outer fringe of it have a place about 2 squares wide or 500 
feet, whichever is the largest, to be put under architectural control to 
keep your cheap architecture out, your honky-tonks, the type of stores 
that might come into it if it were thrown open to a zoning proposition. 
Appearing before you, | fear that will happen for three reasons: The 
relocation that has got to take place of the families that are in the 
southeast and the southwest now, the relocation that will have to 
take place of the families in the northeast which is contemplated, and 
the opening of the Capitol Street Bridge will change the entire charac- 
ter, not only of traffic, but of types of people, types of businesses that 
will be wanting to come into this one area. For that reason I have 
joined with the National Capitol Parks to at least get rid of the surface 
traffic from the East Capitol Street Bridge by the construction of 
these two vehicular tubes on both Independence Avenue and Con- 
stitution Avenue, so that through traffic is bypassed through the 
Capitol. 

Senator Cask. That is a very interesting approach. I want to go 
back to one thing you mentioned before at another session of this 
committee, when we had that Bridges-Hayden bill before us, I was 
the one who suggested a little de lay. in our action so that you might 
meet with the Veterans of Forei ign Wars people, and you have met 
with them, I know. They have told me that you did. 

The latest word that I had until you spoke just now was that 
their problem still remains. You say that they have obtained options 
on two different sites? 

Mr. Srewarr. Let me explain this. First they wanted to know, 
would I acquire property. Legally I couldn’t go out as Architect of 
the Capitol and condemn any property. The Government does. If 
the United States Government condemns any property the money 
has to be authorized by the Congress and money appropriated for a 
certain purpose. I doubt if we could go out and acquire and exchange 
or transfer over to VFW or any other organization. 

I doubt if you would want to do it if. you could do it. That was 
the first thing that had to be anticipated. Next was the amount of 
money that they had in it. I wasn’t going to commit myself on that, 
but I did with the help of some of my friends who were appraisers, get 
down to what | thought might be a fair price for it. That is very 
close to what they have in it. I found that out. But tomorrow after- 
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noon Jim Van Zandt tells me they will all be here with their books. 
1 have no fear that the Veterans of Foreign Wars will not be taken 
care of. If the Department of Justice and the Architect of the Capitol 
satisfy them, I don’t know of a jury in the world who would ever see 
them suffer one penny. 

I have gone as far as I could, and given them the best of my knowl- 
edge and wisdom in selecting a new site, and I understand they have 
their options on it. 

Senator Casr. You understand they do have options on some 
alternates? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir. That is what Jimmy Van Zandt told me. 

The CHarrMAn. Mr. Stewart, I suggest that you see that one on 
D Street. She has a little hotel there, right in the middle of the block. 

Mr. Stewart. In the block that you are going to acquire? 

The CHarrman. That’s right. You were supposed to see if you 
could get an estimate of what they would want for it. Did you 
see her? 

Mr. Stewart. May I state the steps I have to go through: First 
permission is given to me to get the Department of Justice to collabo- 
rate with me on condemnation of certain lands. The fact that you 
have this and it is to be condemned automatically stops your real 
estate. It doesn’t mean that you have to take it. But if those people 
over there say that they are suffering, then we could take it and make 
a deal, that is to lease it and still operate it. The Government would 
not lose anything. 

Senator Casr. You can do that on a house but you can’t very well 
say to the Veterans of Foreign Wars, ‘“‘Build a memorial here and use 
it for the next 10 or 15 years, and face the possibility that at that time 
we will take it.” 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. But Senator Case, along with this plan 
that I had projected, that is with these other groups, it seemed to be 
the best that we could get together on. The site that they have 
selected now will be out of the road of any progress or expansion for 
the next 200 years. . 

Senator Case. I hope something like that can be worked out. 
That is why I made the suggestion I did. 

Mr. Stewart. I have high hopes before this session is over that 
you will have a plan, both the Public Works Committees, of this 
projected expansion. 

The CHaArRMAN. I am deeply interested in the welfare of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. But I am also interested in this poor 
woman. She is getting old. That is all she has. She can’t buy 
new property elsewhere. I am interested because when I was around 
20 years old she used to feed me at the Harvey House at Albuquerque. 
But none the less, she is a citizen, and she has a little piece of business 
there. That is all she has. She can’t get out of there and start 
business anew. I hope you will make a good deal with her. 

Mr. Stewart. I will do the best I can. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your 
indulgence in bringing up these other matters. I do think they are 
related. I hope that the Fine Arts people and the Capitol Planning 
Commission will give some thought to this problem at the Naval 
Observatory and feel free to give this committee, the Military Con- 
struction Subcommittee of Armed Services, and the Stadium Com- 
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mission the benefit of their counsel from time to time on this and 
related matters. 

Mr. Nouen. We will be very happy to. 

The CuarrMAN. You had better give a little thought to the back- 
ground for the Bureau of Standards. 

Mr. Nouen. That is a new one that has been laid on our doorstep. 
We understand that and we will give all these matters our very close 
attention this next year. I think the time has arrived when we have 
to look at the broad implications of these shifts and changes that are 
going on right now. 

The Commission is very mindful of its responsibilities in that 
direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. We will have to call the whole committee together 
and go over this proposition, the pending business, which is the 
courthouse. 

Mr. Noten. I would like to leave this final note on this site near 
the Supreme Court Building. It is a multipurpose location, because 
it would protect the flank of the Capitol Grounds here at a very exposed 
location; it would accommodate this particular use; and it would 
anticipate the necessity for acquiring additional land here, eventually, 
for the portal of the tunnel. We have an alternate plan which puts 
the portal over here, just east of the Maryland Avenue intersection. 
It also would be harmonious with the present plans that are under 
consideration here for the protection of the northeast corner of the 
Capitol Grounds near the new Senate Office Building. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 11:05 a. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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